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Strafford,
April 2, 1935. §
JoaN CARDWELL
.

Artna Casvarty & SurerYy CoMPANY & a.

F. Clyde Keefe and George D. Varney (Mr. Varney orally), for the
plaintiff, '

Hughes & Burns (Mr. Burns orally), for the defendants.

Per Curiam: The only exception of the plaintiff is to the order
dismissing his bill. The facts having been found by the court, this
exception raises the question whether the order and the ruling upon
which it was based are inconsistent with the findings and nothing
more. This question has not been argued and is hardly debatable.
The contention of the plaintiff is rather that certain items of evidence
compel the conclusion that the agent of the defendant companies
had more authority, actual and apparent, than the court found him
to possess. This question has not been transferred, and the. plain-
tiff’s exception must, therefore, be overruled. An examination of
the record indicates, however, that the same result would be reached
if the question argued were properly before us for decision.

Exception overruled.




